April 18, 2006 .

House Agriculture Committee
Lansing, Michigan

Re: Opposition to SB 777 — Local pre-emption of regulating genetically engineered seeds

Dear Committee members, o ‘ .
The Michigan Environmental Council opposes Senate Bill 777 and we urge you to oppose this bill. This bill

< would strip cities, counties, and townships of their ability to regulate seeds in an effort to preempt any local
regulatlon of genetlcally engineered (GE) seed. . ‘

We believe this bill is bad policy for \the‘following reasons;
. Genetlcally engineered crops pose risks to pubhc health and the environment, mcludxhg the nsk of )
" allergic reactions, !the creatlon of. superweeds and the contamination of neighboring crops '

e tis inappropriate to preeinpt the ability for local governments to regulate GE c_rops when State and

Federal regulations are inadequate. Specifically: '

o Despite allergenicity and other health risks, the Food and Drug Administration does/not require
pre-market safety testing or labelmg of genetically engineered foods, and does not approve the
safety of GE food. In 2000, more than 300 products were recalled from grocery store shelves -

“across the country, costing the food industry and farmers a billion dollars because they were
" contaminated with a genetically engineered corn known as StarLink.* Because of risk of allergic
reaction, StarLink was not approved for human consumption, but somehow had contaminated the
food supply. StarLink was not detected by the FDA, but rather by non-profit organizations.

o, The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) requires no specific safety tests for the approval of,
GE crops, leaving the testing procedures to the: ‘industry it oversees. The National Academy of
Sciences criticized this process as often lacking scientific rigor.’ The inadequate oversight of field

N trjals and separation of experimental genetically engineered crops from food creps has led to
several instances of contamination. In 2001, genetically engineered corn was found growing in
a remote region of Mexico despite a government moratorium on commercial planting of
genetically engineered crops.® ‘

!

¢ Contamination by genetically engineered crops poses signiﬁoant threats to family farmers. For
example, farmers specializing in organic crops could lose their organic certification and their niche
market if their crops are contaminated by nearby genetically engineered fields.

e Farmers are held liable when their crops are contaminated by genetically ehgineered crops. In 1997,
Percy Schmeiser, a farmer of canola for more than 40 years, discovered the canola seed he had been
saving and breeding for decades was contaminated by genetically engineered canola being grown on a
nearby field. Instead of getting compensated for the damage done to his seed stock, he was sued by
Monsanto, the seed manufacturer, for growing their patented crop without a license.” Monsanto has
filed 90 lawsuits against American farmers, and its team of lawglers 'has awarded the company’
$15,253,602.82 from those farmers, mostly through settlement.

¢ Contamination of any food crops by experimental crops, including “biopharmaceuticals”—food crops
genetically engineered to produce prescription drugs and industrial chemicals, pose additional

cotcers, Fietd triats of soybeansorcom geneticatty engineeredtoproduce-blood-clottimgagents or
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contraceptrves are bemg grown across the country, and there already have been more than 750 open
‘ air field test sites of experimental crops in Michigan alone.” In 2002, an experimental
. N biopharmaceutical crop contaminated 500,000 bushels of soybeans in Nebraska that were
destmed for human consumptlon and all of the soybeans had to be destroyed. 10

Genetically engineered crops pose legitimate concerns, and current regulations have not caught up to the
complexmes and risks of the techrology. It is reasonable to think that an area of our ¢ state specializing in .
. organic farming, such as the thumb area of Michigan, which has the most organic actes'in the state, may want
to create stronger local regulations to protect their organic farms from contamination. It is reasonable. to think
that-parts of the state growing com for Kelloggs would want to prohibit biopharmaceuticals from being grown
; ~ in that county, to make sure we don’t end up with contraceptives in our cornflakes.

There have been no attempts to_regulate genetically engineered crops in Michigan Yo date, so there is no need
to prevent local regulations of these crops before our state fully evaluates this issue. Rather than passing hasty
measures to stop local regulation of these crops our state should study this controversial issue and make 4
thoughtful decision based on the facts. We urge you to hold off on SB 777 and mstead create a workgroup to
examine this issue.

Sincerely,

5

Kate Madigan, Deputy Policy’Dir\ect‘or
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